period.  Further, subsequent to June 1, he assumed he was
free to work through dinner if he wanted to (Tr. 36).

Mr. Ribel stated that prior to May 18, he and the
other chock setters always had the opportunity to stay and
work between shifts, for once or twice a week, but that
between May 18 and June 1, they were not asked.  After
June lr he believed that he was again asked to stay and
work between shifts {Tr. 37).  He also indicated that
after the complaint was filed, three chock setters were
again permitted to work together, and this made it easier
for them to do their jobs properly (Tr. 38).

Mr. Ribel stated that prior to May 18, the chock
setters did "dead work" at the beginning of the shift
before production started.  However, after this time, and
until June 1, the chock setters "did almost all the dead
work that was done", and the utility man who previously
did it while the chock setters were running coal "stayed
at the headgate" (Tr. 40).

Mr. Ribel stated that after June 1, he was single
cutting and was not doing as much "dead work" as he had
done previously (Tr. 42).  He also confirmed that between
May 18 and June, other members of his crew were allowed
to work through dinner and were given the opportunity to
work between shifts. (Tr. 43).

Mr. Ribel testified that while he never filed a
written safety complaint with the mine safety committee
about the practice of double cutting, he "talked to"
several committee members about it (Tf. 52). He indicated
that he spoke to them before May 18, and that he discussed
whether or not he had to work inby the shearers and they
indicated that he did not (Tr. 54)

Mr. Ribel confirmed that he never personally
approached any Federal .or state inspector about double
cutting because he had not taken the time to do so, and
because he wanted to wait until he was working with two
other people who felt the way that he did about it. (Tr.
54).  He also confirmed that he never brought up the
subject at any safety meetings or discussions held with
mine management (Tr. 55), and that he had never previously
filed any safety complaints with mine management over
conditions which he believed were hazardous (Tr. 57, 59).

Mr. Ribel identified exhibit G-2, as the complaint he
filed with MSHA after he was discharged by the respondent
on August 5, 1983 (Tr. 60).  He explained the circum-
stances concerning his discharge, and what transpired terminated, but the 103 (j) order is still in
